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REMARKS 

1. Summary 

Claims 1 - 8, 10, 11 and 14 - 28 are currently pending. Of these 
pending claims, only claims 1, 14, 20, 26 and 27 are independent. The 
specification has been objected to for lack of antecedent basis. All of the 
pending claims stand rejected: (i) claims 1-8, 10, 11, 14, 15, 20 and 26 - 
28 stand rejected under § 102(e); and (ii) claims 16-19 and 21 - 25 stand 
rejected under § 1 03(a). 

Applicants have amended some claims herein for various reasons 
(e.g., to correct grammar or punctuation or for clarification purposes). None 
of the amendments have been made for any reason related to patentability. 
Applicants respectfully traverse each of the claim rejections for the reasons 
set forth below and response to the claim objection in detail below. 
Applicants have added one dependent claim herein. 

This submission is being submitted in response to a Final Office 
Action. It is thus submitted along with an RCE and appropriate 
corresponding fee, to ensure consideration of the submission. 

2. Objection to the Specification 

The specification has been objected to as allegedly "failing to 
provided proper antecedent basis for. . .the amended language 'the game 
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play'" as it is used in claim 28. Office Action mailed April 28, 2006 
( Current OA ), page 2. Applicants respectfully submit that this term as it is 
used in claim 28 is fully supported by the specification as originally filed. 

Claim 28 as amended in response to the previous Office Action, with 
respect to the term "game play data" specifies that the game play data 
(previously referred to as a first set of data) is data that is mutually exclusive 
from a set of data output via a computer network to a computing device 
(previously referred to as a second set of data and now referred to as a first 
set of data) and another set of data that is data output to an operator of the 
gaming device (previously referred to as a third set of data but now referred 
to as a second set of data). 

First, Applicants apologize for any confusion that may arise from the 
switch in terminology. 

Second, Applicants respectfully note that the term "game play data" is 
consistent with many embodiments described in the specification as filed. 
For example, paragraph 21 on page 10 describes an embodiment consistent 
with claim 28 that supports the use of the term "game play data." 

Applicants note that although the term "game play data" is not 
verbatim recited in the specification, such exact correspondence between the 
description and claim terms is not required. All that is necessary is that a 
person of ordinary skill in the art be able to determine that the claims are 
drawn to an invention described in the specification as filed. See, for 
example, Kolmes v. World Fibers Corp., 107 F.3d 1534, 41 USPQ2d 1829 
Fed.Cir.1997). 
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Finally, Applicants have amended claim 28 to refer to "game play 
information" rather than "game play data", to be consistent with the 
terminology of claim 27, from which claim 28 depends. 



3. Claim Rejections - Section 102 

Claims 1 - 8, 10, 1 1, 20 and 26 - 28 rejected over Oles 

Claims 1-8, 10, 11, 20 and 26 - 28 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 102(e) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,641,484 to Oles et al. 
(Oles). Current OA . page 2, section 3. Applicants respectfully traverse this 
rejection. Oles does not teach or suggest determining a message that is 
output to a player, wherein the message is determined based on game play 
data that is derived from a gaming device independent of the operation of 
the gaming device, as this feature is generally claimed in each of the rejected 
independent claims 1, 20, 26 and 27: 

• Claim 1 : processing the game play information [that is derived 
from a gaming device independent of the operation of the 
gaming device] to determine a message; 

• Claim 20: wherein the information deriving device is further 
operable to cause a message to be output to a player of the 
gaming device, the message being determined based on the 
game play data [the game play data having been derived from 
the gaming device and independent from the operation of the 
gaming device]; 
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• Claim 26: process game play information from the sensor to 
determine a message [the game play information having been 
derived from the gaming device and independent from the 
operation of the gaming device] 

• Claim 27: process game play information to determine a 
message [the game play information having been determined 
from a gaming device independent from the operation of the 
gaming device] 

The passages from Qles cited as allegedly describing the above claim 
feature are col. 10, lines 53 - 62 and col. 16, lines 48 - 60. 1 

Applicants respectfully submit that neither of these passages in Qles , 
alone or in combination, describes determining a message based on game 
play information. 

The passage at col. 10, lines 53 - 62 describes an image and/or audio 
collection device being associated with one or more peripheral devices of a 
gaming machine (e.g., such as with a bill validator or credit card reader). 
However, this passage does not describe messages at all, much less 



Current OA : bottom of page 2 - top of page 3 {with respect to the rejection of claim 1); bottom 
of page 5 - top of page 6 (with respect to the rejection of claim 26); and middle of page 6 (with respect to 
the rejection of claim 27). Applicants note that with respect to the above-cited limitation of claim 20, col. 
23, lines 55 - 60 has been cited. Current OA, middle of page 5. However, Qles does not include a col. 23. 
Applicants are assuming for purposes of responding to this rejection that the citation was supposed to be to 
col. 10, lines 53 - 62 and col. 16, lines 48 - 60. 
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determining messages based on game play data derived from a gaming 
device. 

The passage at col. 16, lines 48 - 60, describes using a camera and/or 
microphone as part of a one or two-way player communication device. 
However, the description of what the one or two-way player communication 
device may be used for is completely devoid of any description of outputting 
messages that are determined based on game play information derived from 
a gaming device. Rather, the passage describes utilizing the communication 
device to allow the player to communication with other parties such as 
players of other machines or service personnel. Thus, it is described that a 
player request may be forwarded to gaming personnel, who may transmit 
messages that are responses to the request back to the player. To emphasize, 
in Oles the messages that casino personnel may transmit to the player are 
message that are responses to a player request. There is absolutely no 
description that such messages are determined based on any game play data, 
much less based on game play data derived from a gaming device 
independent from the operation of the gaming device. Applicants 
respectfully submit that there is nothing in Oles that would lend itself to an 
interpretation that messages output via such a one or two-way player 
communication device are messages determined based on game play data 
derived from a gaming device. 

Applicants respectfully submit that each of the dependent claims 
rejected under § 102(e) over Oles (i.e., claims 2 - 8, 10, 11 and 28) are 
patentable at least for the same reasons as discussed with respect to 
independent claims 1, 20, 26 and 27. 
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Regarding amendments made herein to claims 1-8, 10, 11, 20 and 
26 - 28: (i) claim 7 has been amended to remove a comma left from a 
previous amendment; (ii) claim 26 has been amended to change a 
grammatical form of the first limitation and to specify that the message is 
output to a player of the gaming device but not necessarily on the display 
(new dependent claim 31 has been added to further limit the claim to 
outputting the message via the display); (iii) claim 27 has been amended to 
remove a couple of commas inadvertently left in light of the previous 
amendment to the claim; and (iv) claim 28 has been amended to refer to 
make it consistent with the amendments previously made to claim 27. None 
of these amendments have been made for any reason related to patentability. 

Claims 14 and 15 rejected over Rafaeli 

Claims 14 and 15 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being 
anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,755,741 to Rafaeli (" Rafaeli "). Current 
OA , page 6, section 4. Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection. 
Rafaeli does not teach or suggest the following limitation of claim 14 (the 
independent claim of these rejected claims): 

• determining, based on the comparing [ of captured game play 
data to data stored in a memory to determine the occurrence 
of a predetermined event], a message corresponding to the 
predetermined event [wherein the data is data displayed on a 
display component of a gaming device] 
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It has been asserted that Rafaeli describes transmitting such a message 
at col. 5, lines 36 - 45. 2 Applicants respectfully disagree. This passage of 
Rafaeli describes a dealer of a card game transmitting a message to a remote 
player of the card game. However, there is absolutely no description in this 
or any other passage of Rafaeli that such a message is determined based on a 
capturing of game play data displayed on a display component of a gaming 
device, much less based on a comparing of such data to data stored in a 
memory. For example, there is no description that a dealer captures game 
play data displayed on a display element of a gaming device. Further, such 
an embodiment is not even enabled in Rafaeli . The dealer embodiment 
described in Rafaeli is for a table card game and there is no description of 
the table card game involving the display of data on a gaming device to the 
dealer such that the dealer would be able to capture the data. Further, even 
if there was a description and enablement of the dealer capturing such data, 
there is no description of the dealer comparing this data to data stored in a 
memory in order to identify a predetermined event. For example, in Figure 
5 and Table 1, Rafaeli describes that a dealer must use a dealer keyboard to 
enter information to inform a player that he has won/lost. Further still, there 
is no description of the dealer determining a message corresponding to the 
event based on the event. To further highlight a distinction between Rafaeli 
and the claimed embodiment, claim 14 has been amended herein to clarify 
that the memory is a memory of a computing device. 



2 Applicants note that col. 23, lines 48 - 60 have been cited in support of the rejection of this claim with 
respect to the above-cited limitation. Current OA . page 7. Rafaeli does not include a column 23 so 
Applicants cannot meaningfully respond to this assertion. 
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For the above argued reasons, Applicants respectfully submit that 
claim 14 (and dependent claim 15, by virtue of its dependency from claim 
14) are patentable over Rafaeli . 

4. Claim Rejections -Section 103 

Claim 16 rejected over Rafaeli in view of Oles 

Claim 16 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Rafaeli in view of Oles . Current OA , page 7, Section 6. 

Claim 16 is dependent from claim 14 and therefore includes all of the 
limitations of claim 14, including the one argued above as patentable over 
Rafaeli . Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that claim 16 is 
patentable at least for the same reasons as claim 14. 

Claims 17-19 Rejected over Rafaeli in view of Rowe 
Claims 17 - 19 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 

obvious over Rafaeli in view of U.S. Publication No. 2003/0028480 to Rowe 

(" Rowe "). 

Claims 17 - 19 are each dependent from claim 14 and therefore 
includes all of the limitations of claim 14, including the one argued above as 
patentable over Rafaeli . Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that 
each of claims 17 - 19 is patentable at least for the same reasons as claim 14. 
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Claims 21-25 rejected over Oles in view of Rows 
Claims 21 - 25 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
obvious over Oles in view of Rowe. 

Claims 21 - 25 are each dependent from claim 20 and therefore 
includes all of the limitations of claim 20, including the one argued above as 
patentable over Oles . Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that each 
of claims 21 - 25 is patentable at least for the same reasons as claim 20. 



Page 21 of 23 



PATENT Application Serial No.: 10/681075 

Attorney Docket No. 02-075 

Conclusion 

Accordingly, Applicants believe all of the pending claims are now 
allowable over the prior art of record, are in condition for allowance, and 
respectfully request their allowance. The Examiner's early examination and 
consideration are respectfully requested. If there are any questions regarding 
the present application, the Examiner is invited to contact Applicants' 
undersigned attorney using the information provided below. 
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Petition for Extension of Time and Authorization to Charge Fees 

Applicants believe a one-month extension of time is required for this 
submission to be timely. Accordingly, please charge $120. as well as any 
additional fees that may be required for this Application to Deposit Account 
No. 50-0271 . Furthermore, please grant a petition for a one-month 
extension of time. 

If the Examiner has any questions regarding this amendment or the 
present application, the Examiner is cordially requested to contact 
Magdalena Fincham at telephone number (203) 461-7041 or via electronic 
mail at mfincham@walkerdigital.com. 



Respectfully submitted, 



August 28, 2006 
Date 




Attorney for Applicants 
PTO Registration No. 46,085 
Walker Digital, LLC 
203.461.7041/phone 
203.461.7300/fax 
Mfmcham@walkerdigital .com 
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